This article reviews the different definitions of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate sustainability (CS) used over time to reveal points of difference and congruence between the two terms. Management literature uses both CSR and CS to refer to social and environmental management issues, but there is no clear distinction between the two terms. First, the author quantifies the articles published about CSR and CS in both general management and specialized journals. Second, the author summarizes the different CSR-and CS-related definitions to identify the definitional differences between CSR and CS. Finally, the author identifies opportunities to reshape a rapidly changing field by enhancing collaboration among scholars devoted to studying CSR and CS issues.
A lmost all business decisions involve social and environmental issues. Decisions about how much to pay executives, what technologies to install in a new manufacturing facility, and how and when to retire old plants all affect the firm's stakeholders and the natural environment. In fact, most organizations now discuss the wide-ranging impacts of social and environmental issues on their Web sites and in their annual reports. Esrock and Leichty (1998) found that of the 90% of Fortune 500 firms that had a Web site in 1998, 82% reported on social responsibility. In 2002, a global survey of senior managers and board directors reported that corporate social responsibility (CSR) had emerged as a significant business issue on many boardroom agendas and was likely to become increasingly important over the next years (Ernst & Young, 2002) . In 2005, KPMG found that 52% of the 250 firms in the International Survey on Corporate Responsibility Reporting published a social responsibility report in addition to their annual report. Furthermore, the Beyond Grey Pinstripes study found that 25% of coursework offered by ranked business schools addressed some aspects of social and environmental responsibility (Aspen Institute, 2005) . Finally, the balance of evidence favors the view that social and environmental responsibility is a core business issue (Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003; Walsh, Weber, & Margolis, 2003) . Few organizational topics are as wide reaching as those that relate to society and the environment.
In spite of the pervasiveness of social and environmental issues, some managers may remain confused about the meaning of social responsibility or sustainability. Definitions and key constructs for CSR and corporate sustainability (CS) have proliferated during the past decade, and this only adds to managers' uncertainty (Bansal, 2005; Carroll, 1999) . Ambiguous definitions and constructs may prevent managers from identifying CSR and CS goals for their companies.
The challenge is even greater for researchers. For researchers in the fields of CSR and CS to produce reproducible results, it is important that well-defined, clearly bounded, and commonly agreed on constructs exist. Historically, social issues research has been grounded in CSR and environmental issues research in environmental management (EM). However, in recent years CS-which includes social and environmental issues-has entered the discourse, further blurring research boundaries. Although CS and CSR have evolved from different histories, they are pushing toward a common future. They both share the same vision, which intends to balance economic responsibilities with social and environmental ones.
In this study, I conduct a literature review to identify the main CSR and CS-related definitions and construct measurements that management scholars have presented to the general management audience. The objective of this review is to identify the boundaries, differences, and similarities across CSR and CS research in an attempt to cross-fertilize our research agendas. In the last part of this article, I outline some recommendations aimed to optimize both CSR and CS research agendas and encourage further collaboration between disciplines. 
Historical Trends in Publishing in CSR and CS
To understand historical trends in the publication of CSR and CS topics, it is interesting to see the evolution of publication during the past three and a half decades. Figure 1 represents the number of articles on CSR, CSP, CS, and EM published since 1970 in general management journals. Figure 1 shows that CSR research has a longer history than do CS and EM research. CSR articles began appearing in the 1970s; CS articles came later, in the 1990s. Currently, general management journals publish a similar number of articles on CSR and CS. From 2000 to 2005, 7 articles were published on CSR issues and 7 articles on CS. It is worth mentioning that 15 articles on EM issues were published during the same 5-year period, which may indicate an increasing interest in EM issues within the general management audience. In fact, both CS and EM articles have been increasing since the 1990s, a change that coincides with major initiatives of the Academy of Management such as the emergence of the Organizations and the Natural Environment division and the publication of special issues on environmental issues in both Academy of Management Review (1995) and Academy of Management Journal (2000) . In addition, major initiatives in the practitioner world may be linked to the increasing interest on CS and EM issues. For instance, the publication of the World Commission on Economic Development (WCED) report in 1987 and the increasing attention by the United Nations on issues of global warming are just two examples of such influences.
It is interesting that most of the CSR-related articles were published between 1970 and 1990 (32 of 45), but almost all of the CSP-related articles appeared after 1990 (10 of 11). This may denote a shift of interest from CSR to the new construct of CSP. During the 1990s, social issues scholars needed to introduce CSP to a broader audience. Figure 2 represents publication trends among specialized social issues journals. Both the number of articles devoted to CSR and CSP issues have increased over time, but the interesting finding is that the number of articles on CS and EM issues have also increased in this subset of social issues outlets. This increase may indicate that CSR scholars are also publishing in CS or EM issues and/or that EM or CS scholars choose social issue outlets to 250 Organization & Environment / September 2008 
Figure 1 Counts in General Management Journals
Note: CSR = corporate social responsibility; CSP = corporate social performance; CS = corporate sustainability; EM = environmental management. publish their work. In any case, these trends show an increasing interest of both CSR and CS topics in those journals. Figure 3 represents publication trends among the specialized CS and EM journals. Trends are similar to those in Figure 2 , as there is an increasing number of articles in CS and EM as well as in CSR and CSP. As was the case with the social issues journals, these trends in CS and EM journals may be attributed to overlaps in disciplinary scholarship: EM scholars are interested in CSR and CSP topics and/or CSR scholars choose to publish their work in specialized EM journals.
Definitions of the Key Constructs
After screening the articles in both general and specialized management journals, I carefully analyzed the CSR, CSP, CS, and EM definitions that appeared in the top general management journals. I took this approach to uncover the definitions that specialist scholars have been presenting to a general management audience. 
Figure 3 Counts in Sustainability and EM Specialized Journals
Note: CSR = corporate social responsibility; CSP = corporate social performance; CS = corporate sustainability; EM = environmental management. Table 2 lists definitions of the key CSR constructs used in the general management articles reviewed. The most often cited definition is Carroll's (1979) statement that "the social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in time" (p. 500; also see Aupperle, Carroll, & Hatfield, 1985; Murray & Montanari, 1986; Tuzzolino & Armandi, 1981) . Earlier articles on CSR did not define CSR well (Adizes & Weston, 1973; Davis, 1973; Elbing, 1970; Fogler & Nutt, 1975; Hay & Gray, 1974) , but later researchers took great pains to do so (Carroll, 1979 (Carroll, , 1999 . The range of definitions reflects the ambiguous nature of perspectives on CSR.
CSR
It is important to note that most of the references to CSR in top-tier management journals appeared during the 1970s and 1980s. Since then, the top journals have not paid much attention to CSR, other than a few exceptions (McGee, 1998; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001) . Recently, scholars have integrated the social dimension of business in the CSP construct, which would explain the lack of CSR research in more recent top-tier journal articles. In addition, new specialized journals appeared during the 1990s (e.g., Business & Society), and many more CSR articles appeared in Journal of Business Ethics (150 CSR and CSP articles), as shown in Table 1 . The discussion about CSR thus seems to have shifted from top management publications to the specialized journals. Table 3 compiles different definitions of the CSP construct. In 1979, Archie B. Carroll introduced the conceptual CSP model, which related the definition of social responsibility with a list of relevant social issues and a philosophy of responsiveness (reactive vs. proactive response to social issues).
CSP
A few years later, Wartick and Cochran (1985) reiterated that the CSP model relies on an expanded version of social responsibility, which integrates economic and public policy responsibility into the definition of social responsibility.
Another seminal CSP definition appeared during the 1990s. Wood (1991) defined CSP in terms of principles of CSR: the processes of corporate social responsiveness and the outcomes of corporate behavior, including impacts, policies, and programs. Empirical studies operationalizing CSP began to appear around the same time. Most studies measured social performance indicators, usually based on data from Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini & Co., Inc. (KLD), a financial advisory firm specializing in assessing CSP. The studies analyzed the link between CSP and financial performance (Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Waddock & Graves, 1997) and between CSP and corporate governance characteristics (Johnson & Greening, 1999) , using several KLD dimensions such as community relations, employee relations, environmental issues, and women or minority issues.
Nowadays, scholars generally use the term CSP to refer to the overall social responsibility of business, evolving from the principles of legitimacy, public responsibility, and managerial discretion. Recent discussion about the CSP construct suggests that scholars Social Responsibilities of Businessmen. Describes the social responsibility framework (businessman has a responsibility more important than profit maximization), opposed to the economic framework (businessman has one singular responsibility to maximize profits of its owners). Social Responsibility. Firm's consideration of, and response to, issues beyond narrow economic, technical, and legal requirements (p. 312). Social Responsibility of Business Managers. Responsibilities that extend beyond the traditional economic realm of profit maximization or merely balancing the competing demands of the sundry contributors and pressure groups (p. 137). Corporate Social Responsibility. A willingness on the part of the corporate manager (acting not only as an individual but as a decision maker implicating his or her firm) actively and with moral concern to confront certain social problems he or she deems urgent and to bend the influence of his or her company toward the solution of those problems insofar as the firm is able to do so. Such responsibility requires that the manager intelligently balance the needs of the many groups affected by the firm so as best to achieve both profitable production and the common good, especially in situations in which he or she is not required to do so by law or by external pressures that the company cannot easily resist (p. 437). Corporate Social Responsibility. Refers to Luthans and Hodgetts (1972) , encompassing such concerns as world poverty, consumerism, ecology, civil rights, as well as physical and psychological well-being of workers. Also refers to Davis and Blomstrom (1971) that the substance of CSR arises from the institution's ethical obligation to evaluate the effects of its decisions and actions on the whole social system (p. 377). Social Responsibility. Responsibility of the firm to the public, employee, and consumer and responsibility of the employee to the firm. Social Responsibility. The outcome of transactions between firms and social interest organizations (p. 883). Social Responsibility. A model with four phases: 1. Owner-manager type; 2. Organizational-participant type; 3. Task-environment type; 4. Societal type. Social Responsibility. It must embody the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary categories of business performance because of the need to address the entire range of obligations business has to society. Corporate Social Responsibility. A three-dimensional construct: 1.
Economic, noneconomic, human outcomes; 2. Ethical considerations; 3. Consequences for relevant interest groups. Describes four CSR outcomes for each Zenisek four-celled partition of social responsibility: 1. Organizational owner-manager (promotes economic interests of business, maintains high levels of productivity, promotes long-range survival of business, and promotes interests of stockholders);
Elbing (1970) Davis (1973) Hay and Gray (1974) Purcell (1974) Gavin and Maynard (1975) Mears and Smith (1977) Crawford and Gram (1978) Zenisek (1979) Aupperle , Carroll, and Hatfield (1985) ; Carroll (1979) ; Tuzzolino and Armandi (1981) Boal and Peery (1985) (continued) should remove the CSP label from their operational variables and define their studies in operational terms instead (Rowley & Berman, 2000) .
CS
Unlike CSR, it is possible to identify the exact point in history when interest in CS surged. The WCED popularized the term sustainable development in its often-cited 1987 report, Our Common Future. The WCED definition assumes that development is sustainable if companies' present needs can be met "without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (WCED 1987, p. 43) . Many researchers base their work on the WCED definition, even though CS did not reach star status in business journals until the 1990s. Since then, both academics and practitioners have argued that for development to remain sustainable, it must simultaneously satisfy environmental, social, and economic standards. Table 4 lists the different CS-related definitions. There are two very different ways of defining and conceptualizing CS. One approach uses the term ecological sustainability to identify CS primarily with the environmental dimension of business (Shrivastava, 1995b; Starik & Rands, 1995) . Other scholars follow the WCED definition in a broader sense, identifying CS as a tridimensional construct that includes environmental, economic, and social dimensions (Bansal, 2005; Gladwin & Kennelly, 1995) . 
EM
Finally, Table 5 summarizes the different EM-related definitions that scholars have been presenting to the broad management audience in the top management journals. Different terminologies have been used to refer to the activities concerning business and the natural environment, including total environmental quality management, ecological responsibility, corporate greening, or corporate environmental responsiveness, but all of them rely on the unidimensional vision of CS. These are all concepts with the same objective: conceptualize and define interactions between business and the natural environment. Comparing Tables 4 and 5 shows similarities between EM-related definitions and ecological sustainability (the unidimensional vision of sustainability). EM-related definitions seem to be the means to reach a final purpose, that is, ecological sustainability.
Points of Difference and Overlap Between CSR and CS

Points of Difference
During the 1970s, some researchers concentrated entirely on social issues without considering environmental issues-just as "EM" researchers focus only on environmental issues without discussing other social issues (e.g., Adizes & Weston, 1973; Alexander & Buchholz, 1978; Davis, 1973; Keim, 1978a) . These scholars did not necessarily ignore environmental issues, but they did not integrate them into their CSR conceptualization. Other CSR researchers argue that environmental issues are a subset of social issues (e.g., Agle et al., 1999; Graves & Waddock, 1994; Turban & Greening, 1997) .
In addition, CSR-related constructs differ depending on whether they integrate the economic responsibility dimension into their definitions. Since Carroll's (1979) watershed conceptualization of CSP, most scholars have recognized that both CSR and CSP include an economic responsibility dimension (e.g., responsibilities toward shareholders), not just social or environmental aspects.
Regarding CS, some scholars identify CS as simply one approach to conceptualizing CSR, or vice versa. For example, Garriga and Melé (2004) recently tried to map the CSR territory, and they listed "sustainable development" as one of several theories and approaches used to conceptualize CSR. It is interesting that they also list CSP, corporate citizenship, issues management, and cause-related marketing as alternative approaches. This evidences the variety of constructs and approaches used within the CSR territory.
The literature review reveals two very different constructs regarding the conceptualization of the CS concept. On one hand, several researchers identify sustainability with the environmental responsibility dimension of business, often using the term ecological sustainability (e.g., Sharma & Henriques, 2005; Shrivastava, 1995a) . Research conducted by "corporate EM" scholars reflects this dimension of CS. Other scholars consider sustainability from a triple bottom line perspective, describing the three dimensions of economic responsibility, social equity, and environmental integrity (e.g., Bansal, 2005; Gladwin & Kennelly, 1995) .
The CSR and CS constructs have similar conceptualizations of economic, social, and environmental dimensions; however, researchers tend to ask different questions about Kneese (1973) Shrivastava (1995b) Klassen and McLaughlin (1996) Judge and Douglas (1998) Bansal and Roth (2000) Christmann (2000) Winn and Angell (2000) Whiteman and Cooper (2000) Ramus and Steger (2000) Lewis and Harvey (2001) Christmann and Taylor (2001) Halme (2002) Rothenberg (2003) Sharma and Vredenburg (1998) Prasad and Elmes (2005) them. On one hand, CS scholars tend to argue that the economic, social, and environmental pillars are interconnected. In fact, CS describes a nested system that recognizes that the economy is part of society, which in turn is part of the larger ecological system-a systems connectedness issue. On the other hand, most empirical CSR and CSP research treats social and economic performance as independent components. The link between economic and social performance remains enigmatic, despite the myriad of quantitative studies that appeared in the 1980s analyzing the correlation (if any) between economic or financial performance and social performance (Alexander & Buchholz, 1978; Aupperle et al., 1985; Cochran & Wood, 1984; McGuire, Sundgren, & Schneeweis, 1988) . CS scholars often speak of paradigmatic issues from an eco-centric paradigm. CSR arguments seem to fit better within the existing business paradigm, with its strategically focused anthropocentric paradigm. This distinction between eco-centrism versus anthropocentrism is parallel to the "intrinsic value" versus "use value" philosophical arguments for nature conservation. Intrinsic value refers to the value of an entity for its own sake, independent of its benefit to humans (Vilkka, 1997; Winter, 2007) . Use value (or instrumental value) relates to the benefits that natural areas provide for humans through direct extractive use and through indirect or passive use (Adamowicz, 1995; Winter, 2007) . The CS vision is more aligned with the intrinsic value paradigm, whereas, in general, the CSR vision of the natural environment falls into the use value paradigm; that is, CSR scholars view environmental issues only in light of their benefit to people.
Another difference between CSR and CS definitions relates to their conceptualization of the economic dimension. The constructs of CSR and CS both have an economic dimension. For instance, Carroll (1979) writes that before anything else, the business institution is the basic economic unit in our society. As such it has a responsibility to produce goods and services that society wants to sell them at a profit. All other business roles are predicated on this fundamental assumption. (p. 500) Bansal (2005) defines the CS economic dimension as economic prosperity through value creation: "Firms create value through goods and services they produce. Therefore, firms increase the value created by improving the effectiveness of those goods and services efficiently" (p. 200). In Carroll's (1979) definition of CSR, social responsibility supplements the primary fundamental responsibility of businesses-economic prosperity. In Bansal's definition of CS, social, environmental, and economic responsibilities are complementary-the three elements must be integrated to achieve perfection (i.e., sustainability).
Finally, from the literature review, it seems that CSR research has developed its own rich vein of stakeholder theory. Rather than tying their research into general management theory, CSR researchers opted to work on developing their own paradigm to explain CSR practices. Table 2 is a proof of how the stakeholder view of the firm is strongly integrated into most CSR definitions (e.g., Boal & Peery, 1985; Maignan & Ralston, 2002; Mears & Smith, 1977) .
2 On the other hand, CS and EM researchers have borrowed heavily from other theoretical domains, such as the resource-based view (Hart, 1995; Russo & Harrison, 2005) , motivation theory (Ramus & Steger, 2000) , and institutional theory (Delmas & Toffel, 2004; Hoffman, 1999) . There may be an opportunity to glean further insights by extending some of these "borrowed" theories from CS and EM to the CSR domain.
Points of Overlap
Current research seems to show that, because of their shared environmental and social concerns, CSR and CS are converging, despite their paradigmatic differences. In CSR, environmental issues are a subset of a broader social performance dimensions. In the CS field, the social dimension has become an increasingly important part of the sustainability paradigm. Contemporary businesses must address economic prosperity, social equity, and environmental integrity before they can lay claim to socially responsible behavior or sustainable practices. Indeed, the conceptualization of CSR that integrates economic, social, and environmental dimensions and the triple bottom line conceptualization of CS, which comprises economic, social, and environmental dimensions, are very similar. Both show that firms must balance the three elements of the triple bottom line to achieve long-term sustainability and social responsibility. Both CSR and CS aim to balance economic prosperity, social integrity, and environmental responsibility, regardless of whether they conceptualize environmental issues as a subset of social issues or as the third element of sustainability.
There are also similarities in how CSR and CS researchers operationalize their constructs to measure social and environmental performance. Tables 6 and 7 include some examples of measurement instruments used by scholars to operationalize CSR and CSP (Table 6 ) and CS and EM (Table 7) .
CSR scholars commonly measure social performance by analyzing secondary data sources, especially the KLD attributes of social and environmental performance (Agle et al., 1999; Graves & Waddock, 1994; Johnson & Greening, 1999; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Turban & Greening, 1997; Waddock & Graves, 1997) . Other CSR scholars analyze company reports (Abbott & Monsen, 1979; Brammer & Millington, 2004) or conduct large surveys of firms (Aupperle et al., 1985; Boal & Peery, 1985; DenizDeniz & De Saa-Perez, 2003; McGuire et al., 1988) or survey several employees within a subset of firms (Purcell, 1974; Ruf, Muralidhar, & Paul, 1998) .
Similarly, empirical CS research uses firm surveys (Chan, 2005; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998) , employee surveys (Ramus & Montiel, 2005; Ramus & Steger, 2000) , ethnographic interviews (Whiteman & Cooper, 2000) , or a combination of interviewing and analyzing annual reports (Bansal, 2005; Sharma & Henriques, 2005) to conceptualize sustainability.
I found that both groups of scholars use similar variables to measure CSR and sustainability. CSR variables include ethics policy, philanthropic contributions, stakeholder relationships (investors, shareholders, customers, suppliers, employees, and the community), urban development, minority support programs, health and safety initiatives, pollution abatement programs, and conserving natural resources (see Table 6 ). Table 7 shows that some CS scholars focus only on the environmental dimension of sustainability, using variables such as employee eco-initiatives, voluntary environmental restoration, eco-design practices, and systematically reducing waste and emissions from operations. However, other CS measures also capture economic and social dimensions, such as government relationships, stakeholder interests, health and safety, and community development. The measures and variables of the triple bottom line CS vision mimic those of the tridimensional CSR vision. My literature review revealed that sustainable (CS) firms take into account stakeholder interests and become involved with their local communities. Aren't these also Graves & Waddock (1994) ; Turban & Greening (1996) ; Waddock & Graves (1997) ; Ruf et al. (1998); Weaver et al. (1999) ; Agle et al. (1999) critical factors for social responsibility? And firms that are socially responsible (CSR) implement pollution prevention techniques and recycling programs. Aren't these also critical factors for sustainability?
Limitations of the Study
There are some limitations to my research approach. First, my conceptualization and subsequent categorization of the different definitions do not assume that CSR and CS scholars disregard (or disagree with) alternative conceptualizations of their own constructs. For example, a researcher who emphasizes ecological or environmental sustainability in a particular article does not necessarily disregard the economic or social components of sustainability. He or she simply concentrates on the environmental component of sustainability for that particular analysis or approach. Similarly, a CSR researcher who explores a single issue, such as philanthropy or women and minority issues, in a particular article does not necessarily ignore the other dimensions of CSR.
Although this study has focused on the definitions of CSR and CS found in top management journals, some of the discussion and evolution of these terms takes place in other outlets. For instance, Frederick's (1986 Frederick's ( , 1998 Frederick's ( , 2006 seminal work on the evolution of CSR, although enormously influential, appeared in other media and was thus not a focus of Christmann (2000) Ramus & Steger (2000) this study. In addition, some of the evolution of the CSR and CS fields takes place in specialized journals, but I believe that the definitions reaching general management journals best represent an evolution from previous definitions. Therefore, and for the sake of simplicity, I devoted my attention to these top management journals.
Recommendations for the Future and Conclusions
Setting and resetting boundaries is important to those who research social and environmental issues. In this article, I raise questions that will better define the boundaries between CSR and CS: Are there important differences between CSR and CS research? Which differences warrant preservation, if any? This analysis shows that there are opportunities to rethink the boundaries of CSR and CS so that they are theoretically grounded and distinct. In doing so, we may be able to extend the findings of one field to the other.
My analysis shows that the conceptualizations and measures of CSR and CS seem to be converging, even though there are points of difference between the two constructs. As a result, we should determine whether we need to more accurately distinguish CSR and CS or, on the contrary, whether we should merge them into one construct that will account for all the social and environmental related issues in the management field. Previous discussions on CSR have stated that it is too broad to be relevant to organizations (Banerjee, 2001) . Combining some elements of CSR and CS might create a much better definition for firms that are working toward becoming sustainable and socially responsible.
From a practical perspective, companies use both CSR and CS as interexchangeable. If we have a look at the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the overlapping of these two terms becomes even more evident. Out of the 112 U.S. companies enrolled in the GRI, we find all kind of terminologies used to refer to the companies' social and environmental reports. Companies have used titles as varied as "Global Citizenship Report," "Corporate Responsibility Report," "Environmental Sustainability Report," "Sustainability Report," and "Environmental & Social Responsibility Report" to refer to their annual document summarizing their social and environmental initiatives. With such variation in reports, it is difficult to assess with any accuracy one company's relative success in achieving sustainability or being socially responsible.
Recommendation 1: Those researchers interested in integrative CSR and CS approaches should determine whether the two constructs are equivalent or different and in which circumstances.
My analysis shows that there are multiple definitions of CSR (see Table 2 ). Not only are the boundaries blurry, but the issues studied differ by researcher. Some researchers explore a single issue, such as philanthropy (Brammer & Millington, 2004; Keim, 1978b) , whereas others combine a range of issues into a single construct, such as governance, pollution, and diversity (see Table 6 ). Often, the availability of data dictates which theoretical definition will be used to ground empirical tests. An example of this is the often used and sometimes maligned KLD database. Future research needs to build systematically valid and reliable measures for CSR that are rooted in theory. CS suffers less from these problems, primarily because it is such a recent research area. It also benefits from having a seminal document (the WCED) that grounds much of the research.
Numerous studies have explored the business case for social and environmental responsibility, but fewer have investigated the implementation and measurement of either CSR or CS. There are opportunities to search for valid measures of social and environmental performance, and both CSR and CS disciplines have valuable historical research that may contribute to the discussion.
Recommendation 2: Those researchers interested in integrative CSR and CS approaches should join efforts to create objective measures of social and environmental performance.
There are two vibrant groups in the Academy of Management-Social Issues of Management (SIM) and Organizations and the Natural Environment (ONE)-but most members belong to only one of these two groups. In 2006, only 17% of SIM members also belonged to the ONE interest group, and 37% of ONE members belonged to the SIM division ( Table 1 show an increasing trend of research articles on CSR and CS topics in specialized journals, which will probably intensify in the future. There is no doubt that both divisions are increasing their members and research impact in the management field.
However, my review also shows that research on social and environmental responsibility tend to converge. As SIM and ONE scholars, we need to think hard about whether the field is well served by two independent groups of researchers. The ONE interest group has been recently "promoted" to division status at the Academy of Management, which is definitely great news for us EM scholars. We should consider this status upgrade not only as an occasion to strengthen the ONE field but also as an opportunity to explore new ways of collaboration with the SIM division. I am not suggesting here that both divisions merge into one. Instead, I encourage the creation of some discussion forum integrated by both ONE and SIM scholars with an interest on searching for objectives measures of social and environmental performance.
Recommendation 3: Those researchers interested in integrative CSR and CS approaches may have an opportunity to strengthen the impact of their fields by collaborating in the development of theoretical constructs and objective measurement scales of social and environmental performance.
In conclusion, this analysis of CSR and CS constructs shows that there are opportunities for ONE and SIM scholars to work together and share theories, knowledge, definitions, and methodological approaches. This article suggests that more collaboration between the two fields will help increase the impact of social and environmental performance research in the general management field.
Notes
1. Evidence has shown that some scholars have identified "ecological issues" with "environmental issues." I include this keyword to identify such studies even though such identification can be seen as problematic. As one of the reviewers pointed out, the natural environment is part of an ecological system, but so too is the built environment.
2. Recent literature (post-2005) seems to be shifting toward an integration of corporate social responsibility within general management theories (e.g., Campbell, 2007; Husted & Allen, 2006) .
